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This is in response to the appeal brief filed 7/1 1/2006 appealing from the Office action 
mailed 5/11/2006. 

(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals; interferences, or judicial 
proceedings which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 
(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection 
contained in the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 
correct. 
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(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

5,679,174 Buongiorno 
1,492,905 Swanick 
5,464,479 Kenton etal. 

(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 



10- 1997 
5-1924 

11- 1995 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a. whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Buongiorno (5,679,174) in combination with Swanick (1,492,9050 or Kenton et al. 
(5,464,479). 

Buongiorno discloses a method and apparatus for cleaning internal passageways 
of an airfoil (turbine blade) by inserting a tube into the internal passageway. See col. 1, 
lines 64-67, col. 2, lines 1-10, and 25-61, col. 3, line 1- col. 4, line 5, and the claims. The 
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reference discloses all limitations with the exception of installing a plurality of parts into 
a holder, providing a guide member, and providing a manifold as claimed. 

Swanick discloses a method and apparatus for cleaning internal surface of a 
component by inserting a tube inside the component and dispensing a cleaning fluid 
into the internal surfaces. The apparatus has a plurality of nozzles, which are connected 
to common manifold 3. See Figs. 1-2, page 1, line 69- page 2, line 10, and the claims. 
The reference discloses the installing step, the manifold, and the guide member as 
claimed. 

Kenton et al. disclose a method for removing undesired material from internal 
spaces of parts (blades). The reference discloses installing a plurality of parts into a 
fixture, which is mounted in the flushing cabinet. The high-pressure flush system 
comprises a cabinet, a central pump, a water source, and plurality of hoses. The 
attachment hoses extend from the shuttle valve through cabinet wall fittings and 
connect to disconnect provided on the part holding fixture. The fixture, in turn, is 
designated to direct water from the hoses into the internal spaces of the blade. See col. 
8, line 50- col. 9, line 30, and Fig. 3. 

It would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to use the multiple dispensing 
means taught by Swanick or Kenton et al. in the Buongiorno process for the purpose of 
treating multiple components simultaneously to reduce the treatment time and to 
increase the process efficiency. The references fail to disclose probes are of different 
length. It would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time applicant 
invented the claimed process to utilize different lengths of dispensing means for the 
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purpose of using the process for different lengths of components. One would have been 
motivated to change the length of the tubes so that can fit different lengths of 
components or tubes and clean the internal surface. 
(10) Response to Argument 

1 . Appellant's argument with respect to Swanick is unpersuasive, because wash out 
the contents, flushing the internal surface and emptying the contents from the surface 
are all equivalent. 

2. In response to appellant's argument that Swanick does not provide a guide 
member, appellant argues is unpersuasive. See the guide member 2 in Fig. 1 . 

3. Appellant's argument with respect to Buongiorno in combination with Swanick 
and Kenton et al. is unpersuasive. This is because it would have been obvious for one 
skilled in the art to use the multiple dispensing means taught by Swanick or Kenton et 
al. in the Buongiorno process for the purpose of treating multiple components 
simultaneously to reduce the treatment time and to increase the process efficiency. The 
references fail to disclose probes are of different length. One skilled in the art would 
choose the length of the probes depend on the depth of the cavities. See Buongiorno, 
Figs. 3 and 4. Using hoses in Kenton et al. will be able to perform the same function of 
using the probes as claimed. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the 
Related Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 
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For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Zeinab EL-Arini "Z^^-R- 

//,." 

Conferees: 

Michael Barr sup^SSSSSSScmwh, 
Jennifer Kdfc-Michener 0^ ~7 / ^ /L ^^ J ^^ 

^JENNIFER MICHENER 
QUALITY ASSURANCE SPECIALIST 




